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tases are almost as difficult to define as God Himself, but since,
as Lagrange puts it, ct their whole object is to evade definition,"
it is fitting that they should remain vague and obscure. Did
they represent actual persons or mere abstractions ? Probably
both at once, or something between the two—a conception
which is less intelligible to us than it was to those whom it
satisfied.1 In their day logic was less tyrannical in its demands.
They were faced with the difficulty of reconciling the idea of
an indefinable God with His apparent action on the world of
matter, and they refused to see that their method of escape
from this repugnant conception, a method based partly on their
monotheism and partly on their belief in the divine omnipo-
tence, led them into a very equivocal position. Christianity
struggled long with the same problem and only escaped by the
doubtful assistance of the dogma of the Trinity.
The opening words of Genesis (i. 2), " and the Spirit of God
moved upon the face of the waters^ provided the Ruach Elohim
with a sound title to hypostatic existence,2 although the word
ruachy which means " breath " (avepoz, animus), embodied rather
the notion of a manifestation of the divine dynamis, ready, by
a special act of grace, to assist the deserving, than that of a
personification more or less distinct from God Himself. Never-
theless such a personification was not incompatible with the
Scriptures, for in 1 Kings xxii. 21 we read of a spirit who asks
Jahweh that he may be allowed to entice all the prophets of
Ahab, King of Israel, so that they may launch him on an
enterprise which will prove fatal to him. This is why the spirit
of Jahweh appears as a person in Isaiah bdii. 10, " But they
rebelled, and grieved his holy spirit; therefore he was turned to
be their enemy.'1' In fact, the ruach hakkodes, as to ayiov
7ivevtua or to nvevfia to dyiov, the Holy Spirit, was destined for
a distinguished career. But the word Pneuma always suffered
from a sort of fluidity which often made it very difficult to
define its precise meaning, that is to say the kind of con*
cept it was supposed to represent on any particular occasion,
nor was the word ruach entirely free from the same am-
biguity.3
There has been much discussion concerning the origin and
1	CCLICI, 318 jflf. ;   CCLH, 394.    Lagrange, LI, 436 ff.t tries to make
out that there was no question of persons or even of hypostases, nothing
more, in fact, than ways of expressing God—the kind of circumlocution
that would appeal to the Rabbis—but this interpretation is certainly not
adequate.
2	On the history of the concept cf. CCLDI, 347 jf.} which gives the
principal texts and references,
3	CGLX7I, i, 71 ff.

